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During the early history of the Internet, Web research was a synonym for quick and dirty research. But at some point in the past decade the threshold was crossed and the Internet became a boon to evaluation research. There are a number of trends responsible for this change, including the melding of formal libraries and the Internet (Morville and Wickhorst 1996; Koutnik 1997) , increased numbers of abstracts and even full-content journal articles (Butler 1997 ) available on the Internet, more precise and powerful search engines (Notess 1999; Oppenheim et al. 2000) , and the leadership of government agencies in the online posting of a great wealth of public domain data (Clark and Maynard 1998; Cocklin 1998; Anderson 1999) . The focus of this study is not, however, on the reasons for the changes in the utility of the Internet but, rather, the impacts of a wholesale change in evaluators' information medium of choice.
As with all media, the Internet structures and frames information, rewarding some information search and decision behaviors while punishing others and, thus, strongly influences evaluation research results and possibilities. Ten years ago, when the Internet suffered in comparison to any good library, its impact on evaluation research merited little attention. But now that it is for many the information medium of choice (and in many cases a very good choice indeed), the impacts of the medium on evaluation deserve careful attention.
With the objective of stimulating a dialogue about the role and relationship between the Internet and evaluation, let us pose the following questions: 1. What is the impact of the Internet on the evaluator's professional role, work norms, and work habits? 2. Does the availability of the Internet affect who is an evaluator and the meaning of professional evaluation? 3. How does evaluation via Internet affect the technical quality and credibility of evaluation?
WHY A THEORY OF THE INTERNET FOR EVALUATION?
Why not simply a theory of the Internet for research or science, or at least for social science research rather than a theory for evaluation? The short answer is that evaluation is different than research, science, and even social science, and it is different in ways that accord with unique communication and information features of the Internet. An early evaluation text (Wholey 1979, 1) defined evaluation as "the measurement of program performance, the making of comparisons based on those measurements, and the use of the resulting information in policy-making and program management." Since that time, evaluation has become more varied, perhaps more effective, but certainly less easily encapsulated with a single definition. Evaluation often is not based measurement (qualitative evaluators may see measures as obstacles) and the program often is not the unit of interest. Nevertheless, evaluation continues to differ from science or even disciplinary social science in that it is chiefly interested in clinical application, not generalization. Its chief knowledge warrant is its utility.
Although evaluation has some characteristics that make its consideration in the context of the Internet a worthy question indeed, one must recognize that many of the research-medium outcome issues surrounding the Internet apply as much to any systematic inquiry as to evaluation research. Access to scholarly papers may be one example of this. Likewise, the use of the Internet for downloading data may be a common use of evaluation and traditional science with intrinsic difference apart from its subsequent application. But there are several aspects quite specific to evaluation. In the first place, evaluationas opposed to other forms of research or science-by its very nature seeks multiple audiences including persons who are not research specialists. Whereas physical and social scientists often seek broader audiences, there is usually a translation mechanism-either the science journalist, the press release pointing out practical implications, or, sometimes, a second version of the technical article, one addressed to a general audience. In contrast, the original evaluation product, whether a closed-circulation report for a client or a refereed publication provided to the public domain, is designed to communicate to multiple audiences who have no shared technical criteria for evaluating the research. Indeed, a significant test of much evaluation research is whether it speaks to multiple audiences, satisfying technically oriented peers at the same time as it communicates valid information to persons who have no interest at all in the methodological character of the paper.
The reason this special aspect of evaluation is relevant to the impact of the Internet is that evaluation, unlike research in the physical sciences or even some research in the theory-seeking social sciences, rarely succeeds (and often does not try) to make special claims for its knowledge by virtue of its methodological character. There is, for this reason, more flexibility in what counts as legitimate sources of "truth" or at least evidence. On the other hand, science is advanced as a "superior way of knowing," one rooted in largely agreed on and rigorous methods. Even when policy analysts try to make such claims, they often fail. Evaluation competes against ordinary knowledge (Lindblom and Cohen 1979) , local experience, unsupported opinion, heavily marketed ideas, and various sorts of political subterfuge. Some fret about the competition between professional social inquiry (to use Lindblom and Cohen's term), whereas others (e.g., Bozeman and Landsbergen 1989 Dictionary (1993, 940) defines information as "something told; news; intelligence; word" and as "knowledge acquired in any manner." However, many scholars distinguish between information and knowledge and between news and intelligence. A stipulative definition that works quite well for present purposes is this: "Information is all the content conveyed on the Internet." This includes numbers, words, data, words organized into narrative, descriptive words, rhetorical words, precise numbers, imprecise numbers, and false numbers. This stipulation for information seems adequate because our concern is with the ability of the Internet and the information it conveys to influence evaluation. Because so much of the information on the Internet has potential to influence evaluation, it is convenient to consider the whole set as opposed to defining part of it away as noninformation or nonknowledge.
A problem, of course, is that the Internet is itself no more selective than our all-encompassing definition. It includes lies and the truth, imprecise and precise data, history and forecasts. It compresses information into huge bundles, providing few rules about how to sort the information in the bundle. Consider the neophyte evaluator. A search on the term evaluation returns 27 million "hits" and Evaluation Review more than 67,000. Naturally, human beings are very good at developing search heuristics that help distinguish among the miasma of information search returns, but the point is that these search routines and the human heuristics interacting with them are becoming vitally important.
The Internet, at this point in its still young life, is a medium for information compression. The Internet, as an institution, makes little distinction among unvetted internal reports, peer-reviewed publications, political diatribe, and the term paper posted by a high school student. All four can be found there side by side. Although it is certainly true that experienced researchers develop some skill in distinguishing among sources and their credibility warrants, beginning evaluators, especially students, may have difficulty making such distinctions.
Researchers in the physical and social science generally do not have this problem. Typically the information of interest to the scientist is highly stylized, easily categorized by the scientist (e.g., working paper, refereed article) but not easily categorized or deciphered by the nonscientist. For scientists, the Internet's information compression is at worst a minor annoyance. The scientist who consults the Internet and is interested in, say, "metabolism of hydrogen by thermophilic bacteria" will come up with a handful of truly relevant studies.
1 By contrast, the evaluator who consults the Internet and is interested in, say, "the impacts of U.S. states' tax credits for attracting new business" will find a great many hits. 2 The evaluation researchers' Web search results are not easily categorized or sorted. Separating resources into the rough-hewn categories "evaluation research," "nonresearch but relevant to policy discourse," and "not relevant" is an exhausting process resulting in low discriminant validity.
The Internet's information compression sets problems for the evaluator but also provides advantages. Because the evaluator generally must consider not only the domain of formal evaluation research but also information resources relevant to policy discourse (e.g., journalistic accounts, policy proposals, statutes and regulations, descriptions of policies), the one-stop-shopping of the Internet can offer clear advantages. But the chief point is this: The fact that evaluation competes regularly with other ways of knowing means that the Internet's effects are more significant for evaluation than for traditional, theory-seeking social science research.
THE INTERNET AND THE CONTEXT OF DISCOVERY
Another way in which the character of evaluation mediates the effects of media and the Internet is its context of discovery. For present purposes, let us skirt an extended discussion of differences in scientific status among evaluation, the discipline-based social sciences, and the physical and natural sciences and physical sciences (for a review, see Bozeman 1986; Dunn 2003 NOT IN REFS). Regardless of one's views about these issues, it certainly seems that the social and physical sciences have common ground on the need for generalization and encompassing explanations. External validity is always a concern for the theory-oriented social and physical scientist, but often it is of not concern for the policy analyst. In many cases, the evaluator trades external validity for local context in an effort to provide useful information to a client seeking to change a local program or policy. This means that local information sometimes carries a different status for the evaluator than for the social scientist.
3 For the evaluator, utility often requires careful attention to local information and case specifics. For traditional social scientists, often bent on aggregation and generalization, local information generally has limited value and sometimes even seems to get in the way of the objective of theory building. The Internet is rife with local information, much of it critically important to the utility of evaluation.
Moreover, some of the unique features of the Internet seem to square with some of the unique features of evaluation:
• First is the intellectual space that evaluation seems to provide for multiple types of information, from "ordinary knowledge" to scientific information (MacRae and Whittington 1997).
• The Internet does not easily distinguish in among knowledge categories. Second is the need for evaluation to support, inform, and, perhaps, draw on evidence from diverse stakeholders. In this regard, the Internet is both a top-down and bottom-up mode of organizing and making information available.
• Third, both the Internet and evaluation seem to reserve an important place for local, contextual information.
INFORMATION SEARCH IN A SEMIFORMAL MEDIUM
In searching for knowledge to bring to bear in evaluation and decision making, one matches a medium and an information type. Thus, using conventional terminology, one may chose either formal or informal information media to obtain any of a variety of categories of information, including simple information, expository information, or evaluative information. In many ways, the Internet has become an entirely new sort of medium and its distinctiveness has important implications for its utility for various categories of information and for how the Internet may be used in evaluation. Making this point requires a brief digression into information theory.
CHARACTERIZING INFORMATION CHANNELS
The classic distinction between information channels is formal and informal (Garvey and Griffith 1964) . An informal channel is characterized by interaction, two-way or n-way communication, personalization, and information filtering and tailoring (Lacy and Busch 1983) . Typical informal channels include face-to-face conversation and telephone conversation. Formal channels include, for example, books, scientific articles, and conventional broadcast, television, and radio. Formal channels permit only the most limited sort of personalization and information filtering and very little interaction.
The distinction between information channel types has been an important one, especially among those trying to understand the diffusion of scientific and technical information (Chakrabarti, Feinman, and Fuentevilla 1983) . Thus, for example, one of the chief differences in the information search and use patterns of scientists and engineers is that engineers have a strong preference for informal channels, whereas scientists are more patient in their formal information search and use patterns (Allen 1985; Allen and Nochur 1992) . Studies of information use among scientists and engineers have given rise to a number of managerial prescriptions (e.g., Song, Xie, and Di Benedetto 2001; Kasperson 1978) . For example, the limited use of formal information channels among engineers has led to gatekeeping behavior. A gatekeeper is a member of the engineering organization or project who is unusually adept at information search, is disposed to formal and informal channels, and freely passes along scientific and technical knowledge to his or her colleagues, usually in a tailored or easily digested form and, generally, on a need-to-know basis (Tushman and Katz 1990) .
The Internet is ushering in a new gatekeeper for evaluation. The traditional concept entails an individual who is strongly oriented to acquiring technical information acting as a broker, reshaping the information and passing it along to colleagues. Traditional gatekeepers are boundary spanners with ties to a wide variety of networks. The new gatekeeper, the evaluation version at least, will be strongly mediated by Internet technology. An affinity for multiple information channels has always been a characteristic of gatekeepers, but now the synthesis and integration role is even more challenging because the information environment is richer. The adept Internet user already rivals the more traditional gatekeeper by using the technology to acquire highly fragmented and differentiated types of information and, then, piecing them together. The general point, however, is that different information media and the predisposition to use those particular media are significant factors in developing managerial strategies. Arguably, the same is true for evaluation, despite the fact that few have studied the relationship of information strategies in policy making.
Although it is easy enough to overemphasize the differences between the Internet and longer standing media, it seems to us that the Internet is the first semiformal information channel (see Table 1 ) and, more to the point, that this characteristic has implications for evaluation. At its inception, the Internet was chiefly a means of communicating via electronic mail and sharing documents. Although this function remains important, the Internet's functionality is rapidly evolving to include functions of standard formal channels as well as new informal channels via chat groups and newsgroups, video clips, live conferencing and combination uses (e.g., participation in polls and focus groups, but with real-time feedback on the polls). The Internet, thus, has moved from a semiformal channel (e.g., structured but with limited means of direct interaction) to a multichannel and bridging medium (actually, several media) contained in multiple but proximate (i.e., desktop) transmission sources. Thus, although the Internet has much in common with the library, the telephone, and broadcast, the fact that it includes possibilities for melding all these sources adds a qualitative distinctiveness.
To put it simply, the Internet is, increasingly, enabling one-stop information searches. There are several reasons why the centralization with a single multichannel, bridging medium is important for evaluation. In the first place, as the Internet becomes increasingly available (along with attendant technologies), there is a possibility of leveling the information resources playing field. It will make less difference whether one lives near an excellent library, whether one has hard-copy access to government reports, and even whether one is a policy insider. To be sure, the Internet only makes some advances in leveling the playing field, but these advances seem likely to increase, whereas the comparative advantages of older media (e.g., being on the scene, having a great library) seem unlikely to increase and will, perhaps, recede. This is especially important for evaluation inasmuch as it has aspirations to be democratic. Science has few such aspirations and the Internet has different immediate implications for more elitist science enterprise. The specialization and privileged knowledge of science means that it can hold out against the Internet's leveling influence. Even if it is easier to obtain information on, say, nuclear magnetic resonance spectroscopy, not many new information users and producers will be anointed by the technology. In contrast, the evaluator now has his or her pick of information sources, from scientific to popular. The analyst has more immediate access to a wider array of information sources. Lasswell (1951 Lasswell ( , 1971 , in setting the parameters of the new field of the policy sciences, was creating a discipline to support democracy and a democratic system. One of the hallmarks of a democratic system is that policy analysts and evaluators are free to choose their topics and pursue their research without government intervention or other forms of coercion. The evaluator in the age of the Internet has fewer hurdles for entry into the field. In the past, perhaps funding and access to data or the collection thereof were more important. Today, although still important, the analyst has better optionsthe Internet and its wide array of available postings being one of them. As barriers to entry into the field recede, so change, to some extent (and for better or worse), the types of expertise required in evaluation. Indeed, what constitutes the evaluator in cyberspace is still an open question. Today consumers contemplating the latest tax cut proposal can log into any number of Internet sites that will not only enable them to calculate the effect of the proposal on their future tax burden but to experiment with a number of scenarios. They can examine left-and right-wing perspectives. In a sense this is a form of transference of the role of the evaluator to the consumer. Put differently, it signifies the potential for the erosion of the authority of the policy expert, just as today we are more likely to question "doctor's orders" than we were some years ago. The need for, niche of, and role of medical doctors did not erode, nor did their specialized expertise, but their "say so" did as people's sophistication about health and nutrition increased. In brief, it seems that the walls between what it means to be an analyst, decision maker, or (even) consumer/citizen are receding. The only questions are: How much are they receding, and will this in any way level the evaluation playing field? And if so, what effect will that have on the enterprise of evaluation?
CHARACTERIZING INFORMATION TYPES
Among the many schemes for categorizing information, one relevant to public evaluation is a simple three-way scheme. Let us distinguish among simple, expository, and evaluative information. Each has important implications for choice of information medium.
Simple information is descriptive and can be easily coded and stored. Generally, it is readily available and inexpensive. Information about such matters as management/production worker ratios, average annual precipitation, units of durable goods produced, and monthly unemployment rates qualify as simple information. These are data in the strictest sense: coded, discrete observations. Evaluative information tells us of preferences, opinions, and judgments. Examples include focus group-based information about reactions to marketing or candidates or ideas, individuals' views about political candidates, and assessments of public programs. Assessments of public programs include findings of rigorous evaluative research and, at the same time, poorly informed biases (and everything in between). Compared to simple information, evaluative information is generally more difficult to interpret, in part because intersubjective understanding is less easily obtained and more likely subject to a variety of social framing effects (Weiss and Bucuvalas 1980 1980a or 1980b .
Expository information provides an explanation of some real or anticipated state of affairs. The explanation may be exact or approximate, true or false, rooted in evidence or intuition. Sometimes it is stated in "if, then" terms, and usually implies an intent of shedding light on causality. Except in the case of folk wisdom (Krimsky 1984) , expository information is more likely to be produced and consumed by specialists, including social scientists and policy analysts, but also physicians and clinicians of various sorts.
Which type of information is used and produced by evaluators? All of them. Indeed, most evaluators use and produce all three types of information. Despite the fact that the three information categories are not hard and fast (many sorts of information seem to span types), they carry some ability to distinguish and help illustrate an important point-the relationships between media type and information type, as suggested below. Table 2 presents hypothesized relationships among information channel and information type and provides a preliminary assessment of the utility of the respective channels of information. The assessment is based on little evidence but is not developed out of thin air. In the first place, it draws on personal experiences using various media to search for information relevant to evaluation. Second, it conforms to results from informal experiments. 4 Just a few years ago, the Internet was a hit-or-miss source for simple information. Now it is a rich resource for simple information, especially for evaluators interested in the type of simple information provided by government agencies. Public domain, government-produced, simple information is abundant on the Internet and, thanks to the efforts of government agencies, easily obtained and used. For this reason, the Internet seems a very useful medium for obtaining contextual and descriptive information for evaluation. Although the Internet has done little to shape the content of the information available, the information compression of the Internet is generally a major advantage for simple information that has been vetted or is from a source perceived as credible. Contacting government purveyors of simple information to obtain information by mail is as feasible and as time-consuming as ever. Furthermore, the Internet has altered search economics because much of the information that can be downloaded is free with no need to pay for publication costs.
THE INTERNET, INFORMATION TYPE, AND EVALUATION
Until quite recently, the Internet was a modest source for expository information. Despite the fact that the early uses of the Internet were for scientists exchanging expository information, the use of the Internet was largely confined to information that could be obtained through the semiformal channel of electronic mail. A significant development upgrading the utility of the 12 Internet for expository information is the blurring of the traditional library and the Internet. Those with access to a good university library in many cases find that the most important resources of the library are available, often on a restricted basis, on the Internet. The increasing availability of abstract sets and journals and periodicals (either from libraries or directly from the original sources) that can be downloaded greatly enhances the Internet's utility for expository information. Most of the expository resources available on the Internet are available in greater depth and range in good libraries; the Internet is a major convenience, not a new resource. But there is a major exception-working drafts available on personal and institutional Web pages. This has greatly expanded the availability of timely information and, at the same time, poses a new problemthe increasing prominence of technical information that has not been vetted (this problem is considered below).
Aside from the evaluative information available in traditional libraries (e.g., polls, evaluation studies), the Internet has some value added. Many evaluators and their institutions have their evaluative information available on Web sites and invite feedback from users. The fact that the Internet is a bridging mechanism, allowing us to move quickly from formal channels (e.g., downloaded research papers) to informal channels (e.g., real-time communication with individuals who produced the research) clearly offers an advantage. To be sure, it is still possible to simply telephone those producing the evaluative information and discuss the results, but the Internet offers efficiencies pertaining to time control and sequencing and easy combination of dialogue and controlled access.
WHOM DOES THE INTERNET REWARD AND PUNISH?
Any information medium rewards certain user attributes and punishes others. The most obvious example-illiterate people are punished by the user requirements of such formal media as books. But many interactions between media and user attributes are subtle. Consider, for example, the extensive literature on desirable characteristics of interviewers (e.g., Feldman  FELDMAN, HYMAN, AND HART IN REFS 1951; Singer, Frankel, and Glassman 1983; Tucker 1983; Groves and Magilavy 1986) . The seemingly simple act of eliciting information from another human being is mitigated by a wide range of dynamics including age and gender homophily, body language, voice pitch and modulation, clothing style, and physical setting of the interview.
A voluminous empirical research literature (e.g., Chakrabarti, Feinman, and Fuentevilla 1983; Allen 1985) shows us that individuals vary with respect to their information channel and media preferences, their information search routines and strategies, their interest in acquiring information, and their ability to acquire and use information. For example, it is generally known that scientists' use of formal information is extremely variegated (Meadows 1974) . Thus, even a highly specialized, information advantaged group with common needs and focusing on a familiar medium (e.g., journal articles) shows great diversity in its information search behaviors and the effectiveness of search results. One should expect no less complicated results pertaining to the Internet. Table 3 provides preliminary hypotheses about who is rewarded and punished by the Internet.
One of the major effects of the Internet pertains to cognitive style. Those who are remote associators, individuals who are gifted in bringing together seemingly disparate sources of information and information content and providing a new synthesis, have a skill particularly important to the use of the Internet. From a purely mechanical standpoint, the use of Internet search engines remains something of a black art. Often, persons who can relate seemingly disparate issues or fields have an advantage in developing information resources on the Internet. Let us consider an example. One interested in the question, "What is the optimal payoff structure for the state's lottery system?" can benefit from, among many possibilities, the following:
• knowledge of probability theory, • other states' lottery Web pages, • university home pages indicating who has expertise on lotteries, • citation searches on the Internet, and • handicapping techniques used by race track touts (available from literally tens of thousands of Web sites).
Any of these may be directly useful and may provide a back door on a search. The ability of the Internet to accept queries that are more sophisticated means that those who can piece together indirectly related knowledge will have an advantage. Perhaps the most important factor distinguishing the successful and the unsuccessful Internet evaluator is the ability to make quick, valid decisions about the utility of information. Experienced analysts are well aware of the costs of information and its interaction with search time. But the Internet has changed the equations. For many topics, even with a selective search, a mountain of information is returned with the click of a key. Several years ago, one would have to pay dearly for the amount of information, both useful and extraneous, provided by a librarian's mechanized search. Today, the costs have shifted away from search time and toward information sorting, filtering, and evaluation.
RECONCILING THE ADVANTAGES OF INFORMATION COMPRESSION WITH THE PROBLEMS IT POSES
Information filtering seems to us to be one the greatest hurdles for the cyber-evaluator. Many of the advantages of the compression medium become disadvantages when one adds the weight of the Internet in practice. In sorting the wheat from the chaff, not only are meaningful categorical labels hard to come by but so are stable criteria for ultimately determining usable and useful information. In the early days of evaluation as a science, scholars had hoped that the authority of the field and profession would rest on the authority of its research methods and the care in which policy analysts would establish the relationships between variables (Lasswell 1971; Dror 1968 Dror , 1971 . In contrast to what became a rather unworkable standard for the policy sciences, Bozeman and Landsbergen (1989) argue that the authority of evaluation needs to rest on the credibility of the argument and the credibility of the analyst's skills and methods. The important question becomes not "Has the analysis achieved some lofty scientific standard?" but "Is the evidence and argument presented believable?" The effect of this on evaluation was to set an external standard for assessing its quality that was more or less subjective to the evaluation consumer, while maintaining a practical and inclusive means of branding work satisfactory for consumption. The credibility standard acknowledged the diversity of evidence, audience, and the epistemic underpinnings of knowledge: Multiple views of a problem and multiple knowledge and philosophical traditions can be intermeshed to support one policy conclusion.
Credibility as a standard for the quality of evaluation has become yet more compelling in the age of the Internet, although more burdensome to decision maker and analyst alike. In previous times, the decision maker had the difficult task of determining the credibility of the analyst's work. Now the analyst has a large credibility task as well. The analyst who uses the Internet must not only associate constellations of ideas, evidence, and argument but must also assess the credibility of all them as evidence. He or she must assess the credibility of the data (on the evaluation input side) just as the policy maker assesses the evaluation product in whatever form it may take (i.e., the consumption or output side). Such a job is formidable and perhaps requires a different context of justification to the reader than is true for more traditional evaluation work.
In the world of the liberated evaluator, the listing of references and their citation in text is no longer sufficient to claim knowledge legitimacy. If we abandon science as the hallmark of evaluation, we lose many social conveniences, such as the use of the citation as the condensation symbol of legitimate rhetorical argument. Under the rules of science, the authority of that cited source rests on its adherence to the methods and values of science as well as its scorekeeping system. But without that concrete standard, names, dates, and parentheses inserted in the text cannot mean as much. This is why the evaluator's documentation work approaches the complexity of sophisticated meta-analytic methodologies. And this is where credibility in cyberevaluation becomes so much more crucial than it was in traditional analysis. In fact, the meta-analyst and the cyber-evaluator share much of the same task: developing and applying viable decision rules for inclusion and exclusion (but with incomplete information). This deserves some systematic consideration in the form of future research.
CONCLUSIONS
On the whole, the Internet seems to be evolving into a remarkable source of information useful in evaluation. It is a complex, multitude of formal and informal information channels banded together for one-stop shopping. Its advantages include not only convenience but the diversity of avenues for evidence gathering and, ultimately, for the dissemination of policy research. The potential to level the evaluation playing fields with respect to access and the decentralization of expertise remain to be determined. The greatest challenge for evaluation in the age of the Internet is in information filtering and in determining the credibility of information found on the Internet and used in evaluation.
In previous research, Bozeman and Landsbergen (1987 1989 IN REFS) likened the evaluator to the roles of doctor, lawyer, and social activist. The evaluator-doctor addresses local problems, using general knowledge as guides, but focuses on the idiosyncrasies of the specific case. The evaluatorlawyer attempts to persuade and present evidence in favor of a position. The evaluator in the role of the social activist advocates and makes appeals to morality. But the cyber-evaluator is something more than a research librarian or gatekeeper and something less than a policy scientist. He or she can master the vast resource of the Internet if he or she is able to identify, select, evaluate, sort, organize, describe, digest, and synthesize information (Morville and Wickhorst 1996) . But the profusion of available information tends to accelerate the competition between professional social inquiry and other forms of knowledge.
Despite the obvious utility of the Internet as an information source in evaluation, caution seems warranted. Those who advocate a reformulation of policy analysis and evaluation tend to focus on democratizing the enterprise or at least making it more useful to policy makers and decision makers (Dryzek and Torgeson TORGERSON IN REFS 1993) . The Internet is a technological solution to a sociologically structured set of problems. The technology does indeed have some leveling effects and positive communication effects (these chiefly in providing greater access to evaluation data, reports, conclusions, etc.). However, it is generally the case that technology solves some problems while creating still more. For professional (and nonprofessional) evaluators, the Internet has already established itself as a primary information processing technology. The technology is not so tame as libraries and journals. It presents a tantalizing question for evaluators: How best do we ally with the technology while making sure we do not become its prisoner? NOTES 3. Obviously, certain approaches to social science, such as grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss 1967) , are more like evaluation in their domain of explanation and, thus, in their information utilities.
4. On four different occasions, during a 6-year period, the author assigned 2nd-year graduate students in a policy analysis and evaluation class to obtain either simple, expository, or evaluative information (confining themselves to only one of these channels). In the most recent case, the first group of students was asked to find out which state governments have programs to provide tax credits to induce new business (simple information), another set of students was to determine which such programs were evaluated as most effective, and a third group had the task of determining why some tax credit-based business inducement programs worked better than others. For each assignment, one set of students could consult only formal media such as books and articles, another could only ask people (including by telephone), and the third was restricted to the Internet. The assessments in Table 2 reflect the results of these assignments and, incidentally, conform quite closely to our own experiences.
